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Nowadays, public organizations become proactive 
in their service delivery such that they approach their 
clients and not vice versa. In the most advanced case, 
the no-stop shop, clients do not have to do anything to 
receive a public service. Public organizations offer 
many services and several of them could potentially be 
delivered through a no-stop shop. Therefore, public 
organizations need assistance in the decision which 
services they realize in a no-stop shop first. To address 
this issue, we present a method for the prioritization of 
public services for the implementation in a no-stop shop. 
The rationale of our method is that public organizations 
should prefer those services that are expected to provide 
the highest public value. We followed a design-oriented 
research approach and combined seminal works on no-
stop shop and public value. The method was evaluated 
through the application in a workshop at a municipality. 
1. Introduction 
The digitization of the public sector continues to 
advance and public organizations are increasingly 
encouraged to provide their services as conveniently as 
possible for clients (citizens and businesses) [1]. 
Today’s clients expect public organizations to be 
innovative and digital solutions are already an essential 
part of public service offerings in many countries [2]. In 
their striving for innovation, public organizations look 
for new ways to increase the clients’ convenience. In the 
simplest and most convenient way, clients do not have 
to do anything to receive a public service which results 
in a no-stop shop [3]. In a no-stop shop, public 
organizations provide services proactively without any 
activity on the part of clients. By analyzing clients’ data, 
public organizations anticipate their needs and do not 
need to rely on applications to initiate the service 
delivery process. For a no-stop shop, the clients’ data 
needs to be collected and integrated such that public 
services no longer have to be requested by clients, but 
are provided by the public organizations without 
request. 
Although there are some examples of a no-stop 
shop in practice such as in Austria [4] and Norway [5], 
there is much more potential for public organizations to 
turn their services from reactive delivery to proactive 
delivery in a no-stop shop. There are many services such 
as family allowance and tax return [3] that can 
potentially be implemented in a no-stop shop and 
delivered without application, and public organizations 
have to decide which services they realize in a no-stop 
shop first. Since public organizations have limited 
financial and human resources, not all services can be 
offered immediately in a no-stop shop. Instead, public 
organizations have to prioritize their services for a no-
stop shop implementation and a step-by-step conversion 
of services is recommended.  
The decision to realize a service in a no-stop shop 
is a specific digitalization decision since it 
fundamentally changes the relationship between public 
organization and client. Whereas in conventional 
reactive service delivery, the client must approach the 
organization, in proactive delivery in a no-stop shop the 
public organization approaches the client and provides 
a service without their explicit consent. The term no-
stop shop is chosen since a public organization delivers 
a service with no client action and, thus, there is “no 
stop” for the client. A no-stop shop might overcome 
situations where clients feel like a supplicant since they 
need to ask the public organization for a service [6]. As 
public organizations deliver services without asking 
their clients for consent, a no-stop shop can also be 
negative if it is perceived as dictation [7]. Due to this 
fundamental shift in the client-to-government 
relationship, the selection of services for a no-stop shop 
is not an easy decision and dedicated instruments are 
necessary that assist public organizations in making this 
decision. 
In order to provide public organizations with such 
an instrument, we address the following research goal: 
Design of a method for the prioritization of public 





services for the implementation in a no-stop shop. Based 
on the prioritization of services obtained by the 
application of our method, practitioners can decide to 
implement the services with the highest priorities at first 
in a no-stop shop. Thus, we aim to support public 
organizations in selecting services for a no-stop shop. 
Our method is intended to be applicable to public 
organizations in general and is not dedicated to a certain 
organization and its characteristics. The design of the 
method is independent of organization-specific details 
but addresses public organizations worldwide. 
In order to be widely applicable, our method bases 
on the public value concept [8], [9], which considers 
benefits for different stakeholders, e.g. for public 
organizations internally, for their clients externally and 
relational benefits [10]. The rationale of our method is 
that public organizations should select those services 
first that are estimated to provide the highest value for 
the society, i.e. the highest public value. The overall 
prioritization of services for the no-stop shop is 
determined by aggregating the services’ estimated 
effects on different criteria and dimensions of public 
value. 
Our paper is structured as follows. In section two, 
we present relevant background for our work on no-stop 
shop and public value. Subsequently, we explain details 
of our research design in section three. The core section 
of our paper is section four where we present our 
method for the selection of services for a no-stop shop 
implementation. We elaborate on our method’s 
evaluation in section five and conclude in section six. 
2. Research Background  
2.1. No-Stop Shop  
Incorporating proactive actions of public 
organizations into public service delivery has been 
called as a shift from the “pull” to the “push” paradigm 
[11]. For proactivity, it is essential that the public 
organization “approaches the recipient before the 
recipient contacts the public sector organization.” [7, p. 
3] Such proactive actions cover, for instance, 
recommendations of services that might be relevant to a 
client [12], [13]. The no-stop shop [3], [14], also known 
as no-stop government [12], is the most extreme 
manifestation of proactivity. In a no-stop shop, a client 
does not have to perform any action to obtain a public 
service. 
One example of such a no-stop shop is the provision 
of family allowance in Austria [15]. The hospital 
informs the responsible registration authority after the 
birth of a child. The necessary data is then integrated at 
the central registry of the Federal Ministry of the Interior 
and forwarded to the Federal Ministry of Finance. The 
data is then transferred to the responsible tax office, 
which decides whether to grant family allowance and 
then informs the client. The client only needs to notice 
that they will receive family allowance from now on.  
Recent work on proactivity and the no-stop shop 
deals with challenges and enablers and provides design 
recommendations for such implementations. When 
public organizations become proactive in their services, 
they should ask clients for information only once (once-
only principle [16], [17]), provide clients the 
opportunity to opt-out, be transparent about their data 
use and secure client data [18], [19]. Typical challenges 
and according actions that need to be undertaken to 
address these challenges are conducting required legal 
adaptions, adhering to privacy regulations and 
establishing inter-organizational cooperation and 
interoperability [20]. A solid foundation with 
functioning IT systems, the use of mobile technologies 
and capabilities for big data analytics can facilitate and 
enable proactivity in public services [11]. 
A no-stop shop can affect the quality of public 
services positively and negatively [21]. A no-stop shop 
can be useful if it releases clients from avoidable actions 
such as filling application forms. However, a no-stop 
shop can also be problematic especially if it does not 
cover all clients and the neediest clients have to care 
about obtaining a service themselves [5].  
Still, there is potential for further research on how 
to implement no-stop services. We would like to take a 
first step towards it by addressing a preliminary 
question: Which services should a public organization 
implement in a no-stop shop? We provide a method that 
helps a public organization to answer this question for 
its individual case. The method is based on the public 
value concept.  
2.2. Public Value  
The assessment of public service delivery goes 
beyond pure economic measures given, for instance, the 
societal impact of public services. The necessity to take 
special measurement approaches for the outcomes of 
public organizations stems from the principal viewpoint 
that the public sector takes a fundamentally different 
function in economy and society than the private sector. 
Based on this recognition, the public value approach 
was introduced as a target and evaluation basis to assess 
a public organization’s outcome [9].  
Public value describes the public sector’s 
contribution to society [8]. Despite this rather generic 
definition, the public value is used as a suitable 
benchmark for assessing public service delivery [22] 
and also its digitalization [23]. This approach indicates 
a shift from the narrow assessment of single IT 
investments or the IS success towards a broader view on 
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the societal impact of the whole service delivery process 
[24]. Classical measures to rate digitalization efforts 
merely comprise internal measures focusing on the 
(monetary) value of IT for public organizations, such as 
return on investments [25], or net benefits focusing on 
the external/the client perspective [24]. 
In the light of the public value, these classical 
approaches insufficiently incorporate other categories 
of public service values. Digital government endeavors, 
however, need to be assessed by a multidimensional 
perspective [26], [27]. More specifically, the public 
value of digital government comprises the six 
dimensions “improved public services; improved 
administrative efficiency; Open Government (OG) 
capabilities; improved ethical behavior and 
professionalism; improved trust and confidence in 
government; and improved social value and well-being” 
[10, p. 170]. 
The suitability of the public value concept to rate 
digital government success has already been proven 
[28]. But for the ongoing digitalization of the public 
sector and especially the ex-ante selection of services 
for a no-stop shop, an ex-post success measurement is 
not sufficient. Here, the public value concept is 
applicable to decision-making in the public sector since 
it considers the relevant perspectives (internal, external 
and relational) and dimensions of public services for 
balanced decisions. In this paper, we understand 
proactive service delivery in a no-stop shop as a subset 
of digital government as used by Twizeyimana and 
Andersson [10]. We argue that their established set of 
key performance indicators (KPIs) is suitable for 
decisions on which services to implement in a no-stop 
shop since there is a need for a stronger recognition of 
performance indicators in the public sector [29].  
3. Research Design 
Since we aim to propose a method for the 
prioritization of public services for the no-stop shop, we 
followed the design science research (DSR) paradigm 
that is dedicated to the development of IT artifacts, and 
methods are one kind of IT artifacts [30]. In our 
research, we have applied the DSR activities suggested 
by Österle et al. [31]: analysis, design, evaluation and 
diffusion. 
In the analysis activity, we detected the research 
gap to be addressed and sharpened our domain 
understanding. Based on the literature and practical 
examples outlined in sections 1 and 2, we identified the 
need for our method and obtained knowledge in the 
research areas of proactive public services, no-stop shop 
and public value. 
In the design activity, we developed our method. 
We started by conceptually relating two scientific 
works. Since we intended to propose a method that 
compares the contributions and downsides of turning 
reactive services into no-stop shop services, we were 
looking for research that tells us what these 
contributions could be. We decided to build on the work 
from Twizeyimana and Andersson [10] on public value 
since it proposes dimensions that could be affected by 
the digitalization of public organizations and considers 
various stakeholders in the entire society. 
Since the work from Twizeyimana and Andersson 
[10] targets digital government initiatives in general but 
not no-stop shop in particular, we were looking for 
research that indicates changes evoked by a conversion 
into no-stop shop delivery. We selected the work from 
Scholta and Lindgren [7] as the second foundation for 
our method since it depicts changes in the delivery of 
digital public services resulting from proactivity and no-
stop shop. 
We related and matched these two works from 
Twizeyimana and Andersson [10] and Scholta and 
Lindgren [7] to come up with criteria that indicate 
changes in public value [10] caused by a no-stop shop 
implementation [7]. Twizeyimana and Andersson [10] 
provide a list of KPIs for six dimensions of the public 
value of digital government. By combining this list with 
the work from Scholta and Lindgren [7], we identified 
relevant dimensions and indicators that can be affected 
by the no-stop shop. We were able to transfer the KPIs 
into criteria dedicated to the no-stop shop by merging, 
splitting, extending, detailing, removing, and adding 
indicators. 
Later on, through discussions in our research group 
and interviews with practitioners, we refined these 
criteria and developed a method to specify how to apply 
them. We conducted two semi-structured interviews 
with public officials to assess the six public value 
dimensions by Twizeyimana and Andersson [10] for 
their applicability to indicate the value of public services 
and the implementation in a no-stop shop. The questions 
aimed at general insights regarding decision drivers for 
service digitalization and the relevance of the six public 
value dimensions and their criteria for the decision 
about the implementation in a no-stop shop. We selected 
a manager for customer experience from a ministry of 
transport and a principal investigator from a treasury 
ministry both from the state level of government as 
interviewees. The interviews lasted 37 minutes on 
average, were recorded, transcribed and analyzed 
according to our research goal. 
After the design activity, we assessed the 
appropriateness of our method in the evaluation activity. 
For this purpose, we applied our method to real-world 
services of a German municipality in a workshop with 
employees from this public organization. The three-
hour workshop was attended by five managerial and 
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professional employees from the citizen services, 
security services and labor and social affairs 
departments. Due to this variety of participants, we were 
able to cover and discuss a wide range of public 
services. The workshop was recorded, transcribed and 
qualitatively analyzed.  
The workshop consisted of three phases. First, we 
performed an introduction to explain the no-stop shop 
concept and the aims of our method and the workshop. 
Second, we applied the steps of our method to services 
of the municipality. The participants assessed their 
services to come up with a decision which services 
could be implemented first in a no-stop shop. Third, we 
asked for general feedback and suggestions for 
improvement of our method. We used the results of the 
workshop to revise our method.  
In the diffusion activity, we disseminate our results 
through scientific presentations and publications such as 
this paper. 
4. A Method to Select Services for a No-
Stop Shop 
4.1. Design 
The way public services are provided impacts many 
areas of clients’ lives directly or indirectly, the public 
organization itself and the society as a whole. To capture 
these affected areas as completely as possible, the 
scientifically established framework of KPIs by 
Twizeyimana and Andersson [10] was selected as the 
basis for the method, since these KPIs were explicitly 
developed for assessing the public value of digital 
government. This set of KPIs was the starting point for 
the development of our method, which supports the 
prioritization of services for a no-stop shop. The basic 
idea is that a proactive provision of different services 
also has a different impact on the respective criteria and, 
thus, provides different levels of benefit (public value) 
for the stakeholders. We selected the criteria of five 
dimensions [10] that are relevant for a no-stop shop and 
adapted them for the purpose of the method based on the 
work from Scholta and Lindgren [7], discussions and 
interview results. We excluded the dimension open 
government capabilities since the practitioners argued 
that this dimension would not affect the service delivery 
process in a no-stop shop. One interviewee exemplarily 
argued that he cannot imagine how to realize that, since 
the public organization approaches the client only in one 
direction. The interviewees did not question the 
importance of the dimension for enhancing participation 
and transparency in general as summarized by one 
interviewee: “We should […] increase engagement with 
our citizens and get them to participate.” However, the 
nature of no-stop shops counteracts the goals of open 
government, as no-stop shops aim to reduce client 
involvement instead of increasing it [3]. The criteria of 
the remaining five dimensions were contextualized with 
reference to proactive service provision in a no-stop 
shop (cf. Table 1). Criteria were added, supplemented, 
refined, summarized or removed. 
When looking at the criteria, it becomes clear that 
their operationalization would be very complex in many 
cases. Thus, an exact quantification ex ante, for example 
in terms of estimated time or cost savings, is difficult. 
Not every benefit can be quantified easily in terms of 
time and money, e.g., the impact of a no-stop shop on 
the social cohesion of a society. The different indicators 
are therefore difficult to measure on a common 
monetary or temporal scale and are not comparable. For 
this reason, we chose an approach for the method that 
aims at a subjective comparison between the services 
under investigation.  
The method can be divided into four steps (cf. 
Figure 1), which do not have to be executed in a strict 
sequential order but allow for returns to prior steps. 
Furthermore, it is particularly useful to carry out the 
method with a group of people (e.g., in a workshop) in 
order to include different perspectives in the decision-
making process. This is important to reduce individual 
influences and to have broad expertise available. The 
actual execution mode is up to the requirements of the 
respective public organization. For example, workshop 
formats with employees from different departments or 
with the involvement of clients are possible. 
Figure 1. Steps of the method to select services for a no-stop shop 
Page 2526




Proactive delivery of public services in a no-stop shop… 
Rationale: 
A proactive delivery in a no-stop shop leads to a change regarding this criterion since…  
Improved 
public services 
1A leads to an easier receipt of a public service. clients no longer have to take an action or submit an application. 
1B makes the receipt of a public service more efficient. fewer steps have to be carried out by clients before the receipt of a service. 
1C leads to an improved personalization of public services. services relevant to each individual client are identified and delivered. 
1D improves access to public organizations and their services. no application is required for the receipt of a service. 
1E leads to an improved inclusiveness of public services. 





2A reduces costs for public organizations. 
there are fewer erroneous applications and fewer queries about forms; however, data must be obtained from sources 
other than the clients. 
2B leads to reduced processing times in public organizations. 
although all clients potentially have to be checked for eligibility, better data quality and fewer queries can be 
expected, and no application forms have to be checked. 
2C reduces clients’ waiting times for the receipt of services. clients do not have to submit an application and, therefore, clients do not know when they should “start” to wait. 
2D 
comprises a suitable communication of public organizations‘ 
decisions in public services. 
the communication of the result to the client is the only transmission of information between the public organization 
and the client and, therefore, it is of high relevance for service design. 






better guarantees fundamental beliefs and constitutional 
principles. 
all clients are treated equally and receive the service without their intervention. 
3B leads to a more appropriate and efficient use of public funds. 
public officials can focus on their core work and spend less time on avoidable tasks such as correcting incomplete or 
inconsistent applications. 
3C 
leads to decisions being made more based on law and authorized 
policy. 
the legislation is implemented consequently: if the legislature specifies a public service, then all clients receive the 
service that are supposed to receive it according to law. 
3D 
might cause inconveniences and errors but these downsides are 
tolerated. 
mistakes in proactive delivery are more serious because clients do not explicitly request a service (for example, 
granting a service they do not want). 





strengthens the awareness of clients that they will receive all 
services to which they are entitled. 
all eligible clients are identified for a service using data analysis techniques and the service is provided to them. 
4B preserves clients’ control over their data. comprehensive data analyses are performed to identify eligible clients and, therefore, data privacy is affected. 
4C 
strengthens confidence in the capabilities of public 
organizations. 
through the no-stop shop, public organizations demonstrate that they can overcome challenges and implement 
innovative solutions. 
4D 
leads to a loss of control for clients over the receipt of public 
services but the potential negative effects of this loss of control 
are limited. 
the no-stop shop could be perceived as dictation because a client is not asked for their consent to receive a service. 




5A improves the cohesion of society. 
equality among clients is strengthened; the receipt of a service is not attached to the conditions that a client knows a 
service and is able to manage the application process. 
5B increases the satisfaction of clients. 
clients no longer have to do anything to obtain a public service; a public organization becomes inconspicuous and 
clients can invest more time in other activities. 
5C increases the clients’ economic well-being and wealth. 
it reduces the communication between public organization and client to the transmission of the information about the 
service receipt. 
5D 
leads to fewer social contacts to public officials but the 
reduction in contacts has no negative impact on clients. 
there are fewer contacts with public officials. Some clients like to go to the city hall to apply for services in order to 
interact with public officials, or choose a digital communication channel for interpersonal exchange. This is no longer 
possible or necessary in a no-stop shop. 
5E improves the positive impacts on nature and environment. no paper applications are used and no drives to the city hall are necessary. 
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 The first step is to identify potential services for 
an implementation in the no-stop shop. Here, public 
officials or external persons can suggest public services 
of which they think that a proactive provision is possible 
and useful. In carrying out this step, a focus can be given 
to a specific business area. Additionally, the suggested 
services need to be checked, whether they can be 
implemented in a no-stop shop at all by considering 
technical, legal or other implementation barriers. 
The second step comprises making a shortlist of 
services. The aim of this step is to reduce the number of 
services to a manageable number, i.e. about five to 
seven, which are subsequently forwarded to step three 
for the actual assessment and prioritization. In this pre-
selection, the practical feasibility must be considered 
above all. Not every public service can be delivered 
proactively in a no-stop shop or only with 
disproportionately high effort. A typical example is the 
civil marriage ceremony. The situation is similar to 
services where personal contact is beneficial or an 
essential part of the actual service, which might often be 
the case for social services.  
The third step comprises the prioritization of the 
selected services using the catalog of criteria (cf. 
Table 1). The services are ranked in direct comparison 
to each other, since calculating a monetary value 
representing the benefit for each service would be too 
complex. The highest rank is represented by 1. The 
highest rank is given to the service for which the 
expected added value of a proactive delivery in a no-
stop shop and related to the corresponding criterion is 
the highest. The rank “1” is given to the service for 
which the change towards proactive service delivery is 
the most positive, the rank “2” is given to the service 
with the second-best benefit, etc.  
In this step, the number of cases of a certain service 
has to be considered. The benefit for the clients as a 
whole is considered and not for one client individually. 
If, for example, two services were ranked similarly due 
to their added value in individual cases, the service with 
the higher number of cases per year would also have a 
higher total benefit. In sum, the proactive delivery of the 
service with a higher number of cases has a stronger 
effect on the corresponding criterion.  
This ranking is to be carried out for all 25 criteria 
so that a sum can be calculated for each service across 
all criteria. The lower this sum compared to that of other 
services, the higher is the corresponding service 
prioritized (cf. Table 2). This unweighted prioritization 
represents an initial recommendation as to which service 
is expected to have the greatest added value through 
proactive delivery.  
Finally, in the fourth step, the different criteria 
are weighted. A weighting of individual criteria or 


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































relevance for clients and the public organization. For 
this purpose, the individual criteria or entire categories 
can be weighted within a range of 0 (no consideration of 
the criterion) to 1 (outstanding importance of the 
criterion). The sum of the weights of all 25 criteria 
should add up to 1. This weighting should be determined 
through a negotiation or voting process within the group 
carrying out the method, which is an accepted 
instrument in public organizations [32]. The inclusion 
of different viewpoints is especially important in the 
public sector since various types of stakeholders and 
interconnected IT systems are affected or involved in 
service delivery processes. The negotiation process 
aims at balancing these different perspectives, but the 
individual arguments of course need to be reliable or 
fact-based so that the final result is traceable. 
The weighting can be based, for example, on the 
strategic or political goals or the mission statement of a 
public organization. If, for example, the no-stop shop is 
primarily seen as a means of making administrative 
work more efficient, this would argue for a stronger 
weighting of the category “improved administrative 
efficiency”. Once the weighting is done, the final 
prioritization of the services is available. The services 
with the highest priorities are recommended to be 
implemented in a no-stop shop at first.  
4.2. Example 
In the following, the method is illustrated by an 
example. In the first step, services A, B, C and D are 
assumed to be considered as potentially suitable for 
implementation in the no-stop shop. Due to their 
importance, only services A, B and C are shortlisted for 
implementation in the second step. In the third step, 
the services are ranked based on the individual 
criteria—excerpts for the category “improved public 
services” are shown in Table 3 (aspects addressed in the 
text are highlighted in grey in the table). Since a 
proactive delivery of service A entails the strongest 
simplification for clients compared to B and C, it 
receives the highest rank for criterion 1A, which is 
marked by the assigned rank of “1”. During the 
weighting in the fourth step, a higher value is placed on 
criterion 1D and a lower value on 1B, so that the weights 
are increased to 0.05 and decreased to 0.03 respectively. 
So, in this example, “improves access to public 
organizations and their services”—criterion 1D—is 
considered more important than the other criteria. The 
weighted sum is obtained by multiplying weight and 
rank and then summing them up. This sum is lowest for 
service A (0.33), so this service is recommended to be 
implemented in the no-stop shop at first. This service is 
followed by service C (0.42) in second place and service 
B in third place (0.45). 
 
Table 3. Example of the presented method 










1A 0.04 1 2 3 
1B 0.03 2 1 3 
1C 0.04 1 3 2 
1D 0.05 3 2 1 
1E 0.04 1 3 2 
Weighted sum 0.33 0.45 0.42 
Overall priority 1 3 2 
5. Evaluation  
The method was applied and tested in a workshop 
at a municipality. After a thematic introduction, the 
practical testing of the method started with the 
identification of potential services for a no-stop shop 
(step 1). The participants were asked to identify suitable 
services and to explain them. In view of the further 
course of the workshop, the selection of services was 
limited to the expertise of the participants. Nevertheless, 
it became apparent that from the point of view of the 
public officials, a large number of services is potentially 
suitable for a no-stop shop. The participants identified 
24 services or service bundles as potentially suitable for 
implementation in a no-stop shop. 
In the subsequent discussion (step 2), the following 
five services or service bundles emerged as particularly 
suitable, were shortlisted for detailed assessment and 
specified as follows (some of these services require 
legislative changes for implementation in a no-stop 
shop, but were classified as easily implementable from 
a processual point of view): 
- Initial (financial) support in case of pregnancy 
(SGB II—German law for unemployment 
benefits): These are additional monetary and 
non-monetary benefits that are paid to 
unemployed clients in case of pregnancy 
and/or birth. 
- Assistance for the waiver to pay broadcasting 
fees: This involves support from the public 
organization when applying for exemption 
from the obligation to pay broadcasting fees. 
The exemption itself can only be made by the 
organization that is responsible for the 
broadcasting fees.  
- Asylum (AsylBLG—German law for granting 
asylum): Service to grant asylum for persons 
who have already been registered elsewhere in 
Germany for the first time. 
- Communal family passport: This is a pass that 
grants certain benefits to families in this 
municipality. 
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- Old-age benefit (SGB XII—German law for 
old-age benefits including cases of reduced 
earning capacity): First application for the 
monetary service for elderly people if benefits 
have already been received in accordance with 
SGB II or SGB XII before. The focus is given 
to the transition to a new legal basis for the 
payments that applies with reaching a certain 
age. 
The subsequent prioritization of the services based 
on the catalog of criteria revealed a surprising picture 
(step 3). Four of the five services received the same 
number of points so that there were still no clear 
indications for a prioritized order for implementation 
(cf. Table 4). 
Only due to the subsequent weighting of the criteria 
a clear result could be achieved (step 4). The 
participating public officials assigned a higher weight of 
0.3 (0.06 for each criterion) to the category “improved 
administrative efficiency” and the category “improved 
ethical behavior and professionalism” received a lower 
weight of 0.1 (0.02 for each criterion). They made this 
decision since, with regard to the improvement of 
internal processes, it was argued that in addition to the 
public organization, “the citizens will definitely also 
benefit if everything runs faster and better in our 
administration because then tax money is also saved”. 
 
Table 4. Results from the exemplary 







Communal family passport 1 1 
Assistance for the waiver to 
pay broadcasting fees 
2 1 
Initial (financial) support in 
case of pregnancy 
3 1 
Old-age benefit 4 1 
Asylum 5 5 
 
The assessment of the method by the workshop 
participants was generally positive. They emphasized 
the usefulness of the method and the consideration of all 
relevant factors that influence the public organization 
and clients in proactive service delivery. Nevertheless, 
some criteria were formulated in a too abstract way and 
were not immediately comprehensible. Based on this 
feedback, we made some adaptions. On the one hand, 
the corresponding criteria were formulated more 
precisely and put in a different order, and on the other 
hand, explanations were added to all criteria to ensure a 
uniform understanding (cf. rationales in Table 1 and 
Table 2). In particular, the changed order is intended to 
facilitate an introduction to the topic.  
The application of our method showed that the 
possibility of assigning different weights to the 
categories or criteria is important. This makes it possible 
to set organization-specific priorities. Furthermore, it 
became clear during the workshop that by using the 
method to select services, the influence of personal 
preferences or arbitrary decisions about prioritizing 
services for implementation in the no-stop shop can be 
reduced. The participants were surprised about the final 
order of services, as they would have come to a different 
result without the application of the criteria or on the 
basis of their own personal subjective assessment. 
6. Discussion and Conclusion  
In this paper, we propose a method for the 
prioritization of public services for implementation in a 
no-stop shop. Relying on the public value concept, our 
method takes into account different stakeholders of 
digital government such as clients, public organizations 
and the entire society. To account for the strategy and 
aims of an individual public organization, weights can 
be assigned to each criterion, for instance, if 
organizations value the benefits for clients higher than 
the internal benefits for the organization itself. The 
criteria are relevant to no-stop shops and take into 
account their specifics. The method is not dedicated to 
an individual organization but is intended to be 
applicable by public organizations in general. 
Our paper provides implications for researchers and 
practitioners. Practitioners can apply our method to 
determine the services that are to be implemented in a 
no-stop shop in their organizations first. Although the 
first step of our method is preparatory, it is crucial for a 
successful application of our method, since it is 
important to think about which services could be offered 
in a no-stop shop at all. Such considerations should 
cover especially legal (which services are we allowed to 
provide without the client’s consent?) and technical 
questions (are we able to technically integrate all 
necessary data?). These services that could be 
potentially delivered in a no-stop shop build the 
foundation for our method. When evaluating such 
services with our method, employees from various 
departments should bring in their expertise. Our method 
requires detailed knowledge about each service and 
most probably the services originate from various 
business areas so that employees from all affected 
departments should be involved in the application of our 
method.  
Practitioners might not only apply our criteria ex 
ante but also ex-post. They can use our criteria also to 
evaluate the success of a completed no-stop shop 
implementation. Practitioners can define goals for each 
criterion in their organizations. Once the public 
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organization has used the implementation in service 
delivery for a while, they can determine to what extent 
they have achieved their goals through the no-stop shop 
by, for instance, calculating the internal cost savings and 
asking clients for their level of satisfaction. 
Researchers can transfer the idea of our method—
assessing the expected impact of different alternatives 
on public value—to other decisions such as 
digitalization decisions in public organizations in 
general. Researchers could develop methods with which 
to decide which services are to be transferred from 
analogous to digital processing first. Services could be 
assessed with criteria similar to ours to come to a 
decision. Our method makes use of both KPIs and 
negotiations. Decision-making in the public sector is 
oftentimes complex due to the involvement of several 
stakeholders. This leads to frequent use of negotiations 
[32] instead of a more objective application of 
performance indicators as the basis for decision-making 
[29]. However, both mechanisms are important in the 
public sector. Therefore, on the one hand, our method 
explicitly includes operationalizable indicators when 
comparing the expected value of the implementation of 
different services in a no-stop shop. On the other hand, 
the method requires negotiations when deciding about 
the ranking and the weights, i.e. importance, of different 
criteria or categories ensuring a balanced decision. 
The criteria and their rationales also help 
researchers to conceptually understand the potential 
impact of the no-stop shop on public value. For instance, 
a no-stop shop could reduce the clients’ waiting times, 
increase their confidence in the capabilities of public 
organizations and improve the cohesion of society. This 
understanding helps researchers in their future research 
on the no-stop shop phenomenon as they have more 
knowledge about the no-stop shop’s relationship to a 
fundamental concept in the literature—public value.  
Our work is also subject to limitations and future 
research. Scholars can investigate the application of our 
method in public organizations to evaluate the 
usefulness of our method in practice. Our evaluation 
provides first insights that indicate the method’s 
usefulness but it can be extended by a more 
comprehensive evaluation in practice. In the future, 
researchers can extend and develop our method further. 
New developments and insights on the no-stop shop 
might appear over time and might need to be 
incorporated into our method. 
Despite these limitations, we believe that our 
method is a valuable tool that assists public 
organizations in the selection of services for a no-stop 
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